2. The implications of the results could be emphasized better in the abstract, results section and conclusions. Right now the conclusion that 'more attention should be paid to flood loss assessments' by using 'more loss data' is in my view not strong enough. The results can be used to give more specific implications of this study: can we apply stage-damage functions to other areas? If yes, how can the results found here be used to make this application better, i.e. how do we transfer and adapt models? If your results show that we should not use the models in different areas, how will we move forward?
3. It is not always quite clear what the goal of the study is. I understand that you try to assess whether models give accurate results when applied in different geographies than they are designed for. It seems to me that an important part of this assessment is in fact uncertainty assessment: the differences in the models are in fact the result of parameter definition (steepness of function etc), which partly result from the geography of design but for a large part from pure uncertainty in these parameters. This uncertainty assessment is addressed specifically in various parts of the paper, for example in figure 6 . But then in other paragraphs, for example page 3509, you state that 'the focus of this study was not to evaluate the uncertainty of flood risk curves'. I understand that full uncertainty assessment is not possible, but attributing all differences to 'model plausibility' (i.e. regional focus) is also not realistic. Please discuss this point further.
The model comparison is not quite clear.
The first reason is, that you extensively discuss the specific model FLEMO AT (~2 pages), but only marginally discuss the other 3 main models applied here (one paragraph). You don't fully describe what these others models are based on: are the curves designed for a certain house type or are they general? Can they be compared this easily with the extended FLEMO model, or should we take certain things in consideration when doing this?
Second, you make model combinations that are not explained clearly on forehand. 5. I feel the comparison with empirical data is not always discussed into enough depth. Since you compare the results and empirical losses directly, you have to 100% sure that everything that is included in the modelled losses is also in the reported losses, and the other way around: e.g. direct losses, indirect losses, structural damage, content damage, the damage due to contamination etc. Are these fully consistent? It would be great if you could discuss this further.
Also, the discussion on causality of the results is still not wide enough. You suggest on several points that the FLEMO model is better because it includes contamination (e.g. page 3503) but it is not discussed in enough depth how this shows from the results. Together with my comments on the use of asset values, your conclusions are therefore not always compelling. I would suggest to improve this by adding more discussion on the model characteristics and the reasons for comparative differences.
6. I miss a clear overview figure or table that shows the reader easily how the results of the different models compare, and which is 'better'. Right now a table is included with yes/no as to whether the estimates are in the significance interval. It would be great if this could be extended to a more continuous scale, which could support the discussion on the model discussion.
7. The section titled 'conclusion' is currently more a summary. The entire first paragraph and parts of the subsequent paragraphs describe again what you did. In my opinion it would be much better for the paper if it would get a real conclusion in which the results are put in context and the implications are made clear, without summarizing the methodology.
Smaller comments
1. As mentioned previously: a quick introduction of the comparison method in the introduction would be useful. This should include mention of the models that will be compared, and the fact that you only look at depth-damage functions and not asset values. 2. Page 3488: explain better what the depth-damage functions are based on, i.e. what they represent: repair/replacement costs of structure, content, contamination, etc: this is not always the same in all models. Also mention how they are linked to asset values, that are very different in all models.
